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ABSTRACT

Purpose: In the meantime, studies on the measurement methods of service quality have mainly been conducted
in views of the service recipients. In this study, we introduce a co-orientation model that compares the percep—
tions of service provider and recipient and examine the applicability in service quality field.

Methods: In this study, we conducted a case study on the specific service called 'National R&D Project Plan
Evaluation Service' to examine the applicability of the co-orientation model in the service quality field.
Results: We could identify the phenomenon of how service providers and recipients perceive differently about
specific services introduced in the case study. This study confirms that it can be used to identify problems
in mutually oriented service quality activities and to take practical measures to improve them. As we have
seen in this case study, the co-orientation model is expected to be of great help in exploring opportunities
for quality improvement in the area of service quality.

Conclusion: The service quality co-orientation model allows the service provider to distinguish between what
they think of differently with the service recipient and what they have in common, so the service provider

will be able to find the agenda of service quality improvement.
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2.1 S7IATANEARIA R H7PAfHA

S7FATNEARYE T d g7 o] WHF el 2Aske] AL IAIS SAskaL Ay dul o] AR = ARE
AU T7lE o Adske ArlEwor] AN 2 goF 4 Ytk(Yim and Jung et al,
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& Parasuraman et al.(1988)¢] SERVQUAL SA =70 3L It} Parasuraman et al.(1988)2 2271
o] ZAFPZoz FAY SERVQUALS AAetal ol &S 7ixa F 5709 7489 F WheA
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o] %ol &= A|& X8+ o] Sureshchandar et al.(2002)= SERVQUALe| thgt 4+ 2915 H]atd /‘1 Hz}e] 74
oM A& e] T RaE AHIAARE, MulAadE A 84, Auadd AJLRSE MH|A 794, AHEH A

A
= A 7Y 298 So] AWt E38 Cronin and Taylor(1992) SERVQUALOA] o] &3t 7| t)-A 1} 71 &
28] WA oz SAsE ARt 43/ -F 2/ (adequacy-importance)®] Kol 7]wkato] dants 7 A =

Al SERVPERF 2 %7} BHr} Awdo] =rhes AL A=z om BXAs190)

ey o]2)dk A zte Au|AaEA Y] A Q5L A BW Gronroos(1984)0] 43 2 744 AR =
3283+ A (interaction quality)’ @ ‘2 ¥=2 (outcome quality)’S A §FHEsF] A|A3F Ao 2 & 4= 9lv) tji-i9
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ZA17]a JQTHYi and La, 2003; Brady and Cronin, 2001).
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J W) 1 Eoltk JEAGY B F YH(EA) 7t o
slol FEe WEHE sfelshs TAA A Bl @ 4 vk A5AGe] S0l ¥24F F gue] diold
A7} Folg oz Qe JEAYS £ES BAFORA T Hu ko] JEolsle] YT Hobd F YrHKim et

al., 2014).
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Aol F7IAER stolg Azt disi(A—-B, BoA), F& 5 dldd disl(A—X, B-X) A4 22 A3 8t
= o]tk o714 Aol ol vlsl S22k ol %A QASH7HE o] e Park et al. , 2015). 57 A1
A ARG 2 A E D IAYFE WA IALFE glo), olele o gy S B Wsh
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Agreement

Service provider's view _ Service recipient's view
on service quality on service quality

Congruency

Accuracy

Service provider's estimate
of service recipient’s view
on service quality

Figure 2. Service Quality Co—orientation model

Fig. 1olA Adwsh= vhe, Mu|asidel] it Aleate] 14k Aqujze] thet =8xke] 4L A A=

(agreement)ol] ofsf W&, Aqu|aFdo] thak Algzte] 1k il 4=8Ake] Aol that Aleate] +
Bl

AZA) F5& A (accuracy) | &3] Wath, ol s} wrk FAHCE Hoinw



816 J Korean Soc Qual Manag Vol. 45, No, 4: 811-828, December 2017

® A AR E(agreement) T FF o el tigh 7 F ko] Q1 o] AA|shE FEE Wole ALRE Hu AKH| 2~
Z ) ]

AZADS AR BAJHz F8ADe] XOJul = E )] sk 2140] fela)

o] gitka 3 4= Qluk
® ¥4 YA E(congruence) g ool tigk AFale] Q1A W7t F55k= il tigh el ¢14¢]
Aok ALeE ek TSt X(Au|=F2)ol gk Q2o lojA ool ARl A e BdA] gt
I FHRAOR Ak Fro]
® HZ%(accuracy)? Arht FidS AgsAl 1A Sl=A YeERl= Adolth Wi7F 58k di el ik A
Hhe] Q1A o] A o] thidel gk Q143 o= Aw dX|sh=rte] s wIt)
oj9} T HEAFYN RYPL 54 FEodel g F A 1 IAS Beh A HwE ¢ RS s L, Jd
kol 7S WEs] weotst 4= A st Table. 12 I 2 S&SAX ] TxE AoAF 2y
ARERE A 10 sete] diEA Q] AR A5 DBpiaCFe| Pt o)), KISS(KSI @=r8t&4 1), RISS(3Had 741
AMH2z), WH 2T do|Huo]AE Fate] 2ARE Aot TR 1Eete] A AT BYE FaL, TR,
g, AR S 22 AUl okl A T2 g o] S-S & 5 qlth o] 9 2 MAyYAFEol A et
&g kel F AT o] A AruAel Y Best oaE sotetet] Qo] AT YL olv] A
THE AT EolEhE RS & 4 Atk 2 Aol e o]y A BYS Au|aFAolgE JHdA A
Gl g5 AU agA Fopoll A9 kA BtE g FHAQl €89 The s Avletalat g

Table 2. Literature review for co—orientation model

Authors Year Subject Journal

A Study on the Recognition Difference to
Chung et al. | 2008 | Advertising Expression among Advertising-related | The Korean Journal of Advertising
Groups

A Study on the Perceptual Differences to
Mha et al. 2010 | Advertising Human Resource's Infrastructure The Koean Journal of Advertising
between Advertiser and Agency Groups

A Study on the Perceptual Differences between
Yim 2011 | Production-Experiencers and Only-Users about Humanities Contens
Blog Content Producers

A Co-orientation Study on Perceptions towards
Science Communication : The Comparison between Korean Journal of Journalism &
Experts and the General Public about Nuclear Risk | Communication Studies

Communication

Lee and Kim | 2012

An Exploratory Study on the Applicability of a
Kim and Lee | 2013 | Co-orientation Model for Explaining the
Cognitive Difference in Project Communication

Journal fo Human Resource
Management Research

Mutual Understanding and Misunderstanding Journal of Broadcasting and

Kim et al. 2014 | between Viewers and KBS Employees on TV License . .
Foo Telecommunications Research
Comparative Analysis of Doctor—patient The Korean Journal of Advertising

Park et al. | 2015

Perception on Physician-patient Relationship and Public Relations
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=4
2Ee SHellM drhd Webetal SEE the& AAlell Alestal 3l
al

AR A A S AR e 5 RS el B A oA
sto] S50l 4ok P17k nta =7l s Bt ge) ARl w8, Bk e ool ZApe) A
AERe el AR % AguaA) e % FHo] Avht olalst) 47 AHe FYHEA 4

A ] ]
o ‘FFEA ol E, At ojsi:, AR a9 A olghs WA Ao} At Ho|& Zhzt A

2 ATA = K 7] F7bAn| 9] 57EA] 9] 819 A 8R1E 77t rHéHH G 7R 7 A H) 2= 52844 o)
B7RRCE7 AR A7 o RA] Q1AskaL Qo Zhat kel Q1xel sl ojwAl FAsA JEAE
Chaffee & McLeod(1973)7} At A E A3 El-s S8l Yopr izt -«ﬂu} ol el B} TAH e ATEAS
AABHA o3 2t
o Al 1t W7Auzel tigk uriatel TR Apole] Q1A ofwl o7} QTP &, ARA dA =
(agreement)= o9 A Yeh}=7}10

o ATEA L1 H7EMH 2 A Uigk AA AR ofg A vYEh=TR
o ATEAl 120 FIEAH 2 gg Al vigk AeA dA == ofg A vYEh=ETR
o ATEA 1.3 F7AE 20 Al tiRE A dA == oW A e
o ATEA 14 BIPAE|I 20 A" ZERO] dijE A dA == oW A YE=T)?
o ATEA 1.5 FIAR| 20 TR iRk AdE dA == ofWA YE=TP?
o A=Al 20 HIPH|zel tigh dHIERe] IAS HrbAE ofWA RSl JeP S A dA=
(congruency)¥ oJ9A YERHE=7E?
o AvEA 2.1 Eﬂﬂ’\iﬁliﬂ A Ag FHA A e o9 Yehd=rk
o AFEA 2.20 IR 2] Bl iRk A dAEE ofWA YEETP
o AFEA 2.3 WIAAR| 2] P digk A AR oW A YEETP
o ATEA 2.4 HIEMH2E QIAE TRt FA dAEE o WA YEuET
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CATRA 250 BNz A U FUY AAEE o)A e
o ATEA 3 HyFAH] 20 Ulst D1zl <1l tlF] HriAls dulu) A8l detsla Qv & A3 e
(accuracy):= o]9 A Ueh}=7]0

o ATEA 3.1 BIPAHI RS S g A= oW A YEu=TP
o ATEAl 3.2 B2 Bl i AR oA UEh=k
o ATEAl 3.3 HIMMH 2] Aol tEE A= oA UEh=Tk
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SEM; Partial least squre-SEM)2.Z Ui 4 ity F&bsd  F2RYAL(e]$, CB-SEM)< Karl
Joreskog(1973)7F Agksk Wol HE5A Fx2

iterative partial least squares)Zf= o]5 02 HhHoltl CB-SEME F& o|& (&, AFZ oy 7=y 4
A TR RFEE] AAAR] #ADES RI(ES 71Zhsk=t] AR EHY At o] 24 RFo] FEAto w i
At & 3849 5 deAHiar &, 2013)0 23& 9= v, PLS-SEME B414 A4 25 H A e2g o|&s
WA = F2 ARSI 2 ATt E S7EITUNEARIAIE B 2] tig Au g A alel] g
71E9] o] go| FHsirh=: W | FEXEES TPESHA don Hio] A4 Folke Hi= A (Lee, 2008)0l

5 3

7215}e] PLS-SEMS AM&alaitt. 9, 45230y Raol A A9 dAwsh 4%wg e BAvHoRE
Autd o2 YRR t-testS TE 4= Qo) SHER t-test?] 7PA(ER ] A FAD) o] AHeA] & Aol
H| 2 A4 Mann-Whitney U A5S& ARt T34 A L9 A foll= T2 Ul HE t-test7} AHEE
Ao GA| pRR7IA 2 oS HE t-teste] 7HJGEES] )] AHIA R A Wilcox FE-AME HEE
RS 5 ook B AT AL ERe 2ok 4w ol% A% Ee) FEREE A4l Felvh mErhe S
S 135} Mann-Whitney U A53 Wilcox $2-44E AS5S AT
Table 3. Sample Characteristics
Service Recipient Service Provider
Frequenc Frequenc
Variable Classification y Variable Classification 4 Y
(%)
(%)
Pass 9 (47.4) 1 5 (33.3)
Evaluation Not pass 1 (.3
result of 2 2 (13.3)
past projects Both 9 (47.4)
Number of 3 0 (0.0
Total 19 (100) project .
Central government 4 (21.1) evaluation in 4 3 (20.0)
the past 57
Government funded 10 (52.6) o 167
research center : More than 6 4 (26.7)
Affiliation Private company 1 (5.3) Total 15 (100)
hen th .
when the Research evaluation 3 (15.8) less than one year 6 (40.0)
project plan association ’
was made
Local governmnet 0 (0.0) 1~ 2 years 2 (13.3)
University apd.academlc 1 (5.3) 9~ 3 vears 16.7)
assoclation
Job
Total 19 (100) Experience 3~ 4 years 2 (13.3)
Strategy planning 18 (94.7) (in year)
Job — 4~ 5 years 2 (13.3)
description Technology analysisi 1 (5.3
when the Policy analysis 0 (0.0) more than 5 years 2 (13.3)
ject pl
p\iv(zsecm;din Economic analysis 0 (0.0
Total 15 (100
Total 19 (100) o (100
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5. 2443}

5.1 /aA=33 Ageldd A%

SAYEE0] Biste A 8YS Z AseA B 8RS 7H AL BEdke A 8S F Adetal e
Az TS gk g 2124 (Construct reliability) ¥ 71'dEF3/3(Construct validity) & &3 25 <+
o wdxER A 4 A0l AAAFA HEL WS 7 WH A3 (Internal consistency)g Eol5ho]of
s}, A oAl S 3helsl= B © 2= Cronbach’s alpha 22 4418 % Composite reliability) & £38to] &<l
4 A tH(Peterson, 1994; Hair et al., 2006). 2 Aol WA EZ S FARJAEQ 7H5A, ‘T4
EH A, ok AT elxE 7FX]” Z2+e] Cronbach’s alpha#te 2+ 0.872, 0.918, 0.927, 0.813, 0.886°]H, &4
A1Z % (CR; composite reliability) 2 242} 0.915, 0.939, 0.949, 0.888, 0.929% UElGth = & Ao A A&
¥ FALUEL 71FA(Cronbach’s a > 0.7, $NFE > 0.5 BF 233t NP3 AS srsioicka gt
=) vk uz A" FAeele] Mdeldd-e WEEFGA (Convergent validity)® IHHEFZA (Discriminant
validity) & 53 75 = Itk AFeEldA 35S 2 A8 A (Factor loading or Outer loading) %k S 414 #2
e Balo] AFeAY Ha S (AVE; Average variance extracted) 3t 3] A5 4= gt} Table. 3& 7
& A S HERd Aoy, H}Oﬂx]Li SAT TALIEY AR 7]

F29 0.7¢ E5F ZI8lHa AVE # =3 BT 7]EX9 0 273ke] AEEYAe] BHuE| o).

Table 4. Construct reliability and Convergent validity

Variables Operational Measures IE) ?5;; (>%1?7) (/2(\)/.1;) Cronb(a>c g)l 75) alpha

F1. Notification of procedure 0.870
F2. Professionalism 0.907

Fairness F3. Rich experience 0.901 0.939 0.755 0.918
F4. Consistent process 0.868
F5. Rational argumentation 0.794
R1. Opportunity for explanation 0.974
. R2. Understanding about subject 0.814

Responsiveness — 0.949 0.823 0.927
R3. Response to inquiry 0.903
R4. Opportunity to face 0.930
S1. Channel for information exchange 0.854

Stability S2. Secret maintenance 0.867 0.889 0.727 0.813
S3. Objective criterion 0.836
P1. Aid for improvement 0.934

Perceived value P2. Significance of evaluation 0.887 0.929 0.813 0.886
P3. Fulfilling national expectation 0.882
L1. Understanding standard guidelines 0.777

Legibility L2. Understanding the final report 0.924 0.915 0.785 0.872
L3. Final report format 0.968
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Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2011). Table. 4¢i UrE]r‘d' A} ol Z J)d ]
Al FET BT =2 3s RAF07] widd SHetGA 9] SRE.

Table 5. Result of Discriminant Validity

Fairness Responsivenes Stability Perceived Legibility
s value
Fairness (0.869)
Responsiveness 0.569 (0.907)
Stability 0.667 0.533 (0.852)
Perceived value 0.387 0.707 0.517 (0.902)
Legibility 0.497 0.438 0.680 0.405 (0.893)

Note: The numbers in parentheses are the square root of AVE

5.2 7ZA

FE:

SEEl

5.2.1 TR AR dAE
I7FATFANEAIA A F7Au] 20 dis|A] H7ERRe) 333 712) Afolof] ok Q1A 9] xfo]7} Ql=THE dhotiY]
Yol AHA I EE AwE A= Table. 59 #th BA43 g4 (p-value<0.0) AAH 7Fx](p-val-

ue<0.0D) Tl Afel7k gl Ao yekdth 53] tledel loiM= Faahs v & u 3374
(2.9605)7F 7hAH4.0833) 0} B F-44Q1 Q145 7HA AL = Ao YERste). X 7ol X5 v
7F2H(3.1053)F B7HAH4.24440) Rt FAA o2 145k )T,
Table 6. Agreement for constructs
Agreement
Construct Service providers’ Service recipients’ Mann-Whitney Z test
view Mean(SD) view Mean(SD) U test statistic statistic p-value

Fairness 3.9067 (0.7045) 3.5684 (0.7980) 109.500 -1.154 0.256

Responsiveness 4.0833 (0.4880) 2.9605 (1.0713) 53.500 -3.119 0.007 s

Stability 4.1333 (0.3944) 3.7368 (0.8576) 96.000 -1.648 0.111

Perceived value 4.2444 (0.5837) 3.1053 (0.9300) 43.000 -3.502 0.000s%sx

Legibility 3.7556 (0.6103) 3.2105 (0.9177) 95.000 -1.672 0.104

x. p-value<0.1, **p-value<0.05, ***p-value<0.01




822 J Korean Soc Qual Manag \ol. 45, No. 4: 811828, December 2017

5.2.2 7489 84 dX=

7pAn| 2ol el G7pA} 13 7ERke] 14 ol thel

#2333

T7Fe dotry] S8 F3HA YA =g AuE Ay Table. 69 2ol $AARE AHuY, H7ixb= 9377}
Hrpu| 2] BE Sl glojA ARG BAA QIS ZRA AL 9le Aoldhal 56l ol Ao YEst
53] 71 B olgbar Q1418 9L FA(3.000)0] 3L Ele] 14w} 71 & folE mdBleolgta Q143 4
< HRR(Z A SAF=-3.318) 0.5 YRt
Table 7. Congruence for constructs
Congruence
Construct Service providers’ Service providers’ estimate of Service Z test
view Mean(SD) recipients’ view Mean(SD) statistic p-value
Fairness 3.9067 (0.7045) 3.0000 (0.8976) -3.307 0.00 1 s
Responsiveness 4.0833 (0.4880) 3.2000 (0.8462) -3.188 0.00 1+
Stability 4.1333 (0.3944) 3.3111 (0.7608) -3.318 0.00 1
Perceived value | 4.2444 (0.5837) 3.4222 (0.7814) -2.966 0.003x
Legibility 3.7556 (0.6103) 3.4333 (0.7121) -2.877 0.004#x

x! p—value<0.1, **p-value<0.05, ***p-value<0.01

5.2.3 8 =

G720l sl A B2 S5kl Q1o sl 333k Qi ok Al 1% skae) <1413 deht 914
SHe71E dobuis REE $AE Avhe Table. 79 2ok BAZRE Suinn, 344 901 Asla g
F71Ap7t 2R 7kAke] Q1Ajel tis Ageke] F5ekar e Ao Uekwth 384 dGelAw fo5E 0.1
oA ztolE HAEU(p-value<0.1), Bt gk vlas] B A 97 7k2H3.5684) = H7HA7F 58 e A
(3.000)ET= & FAAom QAtal = A o® YT

Table 8. Accuracy for constructs
Accuracy
Constructs Service provider's’ .S.ervi?e . Mann-Whitney U Z test p-valu
.es'tlmate ‘of Service reciplents view test statistic statisti R
recipients’ view Mean(SD) Mean(SD) c

Fairness 3.0000 (0.8976) 3.5684 (0.7980) 87.500 -1.920 0.056%

Responsiveness 3.2000 (0.8462) 2.9605 (1.0713) 126.500 -0.557 0.584

Stability 3.3111 (0.7608) 3.7368 (0.8576) 102.000 -1.419 0.167

Perceived value 3.4222 (0.7814) 3.1053 (0.9300) 104.500 -1.333 0.190

Legibility 3.4333 (0.7121) 3.2105 (0.9177) 124.500 -0.631 0.537

x p—value<0.1, *+p-value<0.05, ***p-value<0.01
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5.2.4 AR SHEE ARy 2
FReAER AR oiAeh A e AEAGP] At o)slo] wrf ARA S
[e]

=]
=
AIE olgfstar AE = Q& Aotk By AR ST L4 23 Table. 83} 2} 4

491 29y 4%
A5 kel ARk oA ow T vedHe] Atk FARM BAolA e fof oo} ZAFEM R Ao
o ol AR}tk e BES Solu ARA AR wol A L4984 p-value=0.032<0.05)% 2

]

- b
HR el FATHSA; p-value=0.033<0.05), FHA AAmoAME= AR A FA(FEA; p-val-
1e=0.346>0.1), 18]a1 Ao oiE AU WF HI(LAA; p-value=0.011<0.05) o] z}fo]E H T}

Table 9. Result of co—orientation analysis for operational measurements

Agreement Congruence Accuracy
bl Apprai Appraisers’ Appraisers’
variables pp s . Appraisers’ estimate of estimate of Appraisees’
sers Appraise P-value . . R P-value . s . P-value
. y . view appraisees appraisees view
view es view . .
view view
F1| 4.067 3.5% 0.192 4,067 3.200 0.013% 3.200 3.5% 0.418
F2| 3.933 3.632 0.265 3.933 3.000 0.00Lxss 3.000 3.632 0.034%+
Fairness | F3| 3.600 3.737 0.659 3.600 2.933 0.015%+ 2.933 3.737 0014+
F4| 3.733 3.316 0.199 3.733 2.800 00025+ 2.800 3.316 0.114
F5| 4.200 3.632 0.036 4,200 3.067 0.002#+ 3.067 3.632 0.054+
R1| 4.000 2.737 0.00Lw#+ 4,000 3.200 0.021+ 3.200 2.737 0.290
.| R2| 4.333 3.158 0,000+ 4.333 3.333 0.005%#+ 3.333 3.158 0.634
Responsiv
eness
R3| 4.133 2.947 0,004+ 4,133 3.133 0003w+ 3.133 2.947 0.692
R4| 3.867 3.000 0.044 3.867 3.133 0.012++ 3.133 3.000 0.858
S| 4.087 4.105 0.956 4,067 3.133 0.021+ 3.133 4.105 0.011%#
Stability | S2| 4.333 3.632 0.032%x 4.333 3.200 0.032++ 3.733 3.632 0.868
s3| 3.200 3.105 0.986 3.200 2.800 0.0473+ 2.800 3.105 0.304
P1| 4.267 2.947 0.000#+ 4,267 3.533 0.019%+ 3.533 2.947 0.075+
Pe{yzized P2|  4.400 3.000 0.000%%x 4.400 3.400 0.004s5x 3.400 3.000 0.262
P3| 4.067 3.368 0.037%¢ 4,967 3.200 0.006#+ 3.333 3.368 0.867
L1| 3.467 3.053 0.269 3.467 3.067 0.020%+ 3.067 3.053 0.884
Leglzlm 12| 3.867 3.5% 0.178 3.867 3.533 0.037++ 3.533 3.5% 0.955
13| 3.933 3.053 0.033% 3.933 3.786 0.346 3.786 3.053 0.073+

#* P-vlaue < 0.1; #x P-value < 0.05; #xx P-vlaue < 0.01
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5.2.5 AT At ok
2 ATARARIA G BN 28] U] 2EAE 0]7] 918 Chaffee & Mcleod(1973)¢] A8713HY U
o1 g8te] Aulz SRR} vl ATAHEARD o] A4 AolF AwE Ashe obglel o] aopa
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£
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1

o} K7 %
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